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Abstract
The molecular events leading to the development of the bat wing remain largely unknown,
and are thought to be caused, in part, by changes in gene expression during limb develop-
ment. These expression changes could be instigated by variations in gene regulatory
enhancers. Here, we used a comparative genomics approach to identify regions that
evolved rapidly in the bat ancestor, but are highly conserved in other vertebrates. We dis-
covered 166 bat accelerated regions (BARs) that overlap H3K27ac and p300 ChIP-seq
peaks in developing mouse limbs. Using a mouse enhancer assay, we show that fiveMyo-
tis lucifugus BARs drive gene expression in the developing mouse limb, with the majority
showing differential enhancer activity compared to the mouse orthologous BAR sequences.
These include BAR116, which is located telomeric to the HoxD cluster and had robust fore-
limb expression for theM. lucifugus sequence and no activity for the mouse sequence at
embryonic day 12.5. Developing limb expression analysis of Hoxd10-Hoxd13 inMiniop-
terus natalensis bats showed a high-forelimb weak-hindlimb expression for Hoxd10-
Hoxd11, similar to the expression trend observed forM. lucifugus BAR116 in mice, suggest-
ing that it could be involved in the regulation of the bat HoxD complex. Combined, our
results highlight novel regulatory regions that could be instrumental for the morphological
differences leading to the development of the bat wing.
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Author Summary
The limb is a classic example of vertebrate homology and is represented by a large range of
morphological structures such as fins, legs and wings. The evolution of these structures
could be driven by alterations in gene regulatory elements that have critical roles during
development. To identify elements that may contribute to bat wing development, we char-
acterized sequences that are conserved between vertebrates, but changed significantly in
the bat lineage. We then overlapped these sequences with predicted developing limb
enhancers as determined by ChIP-seq, finding 166 bat accelerated sequences (BARs). Five
BARs that were tested for enhancer activity in mice all drove expression in the limb. Test-
ing the mouse orthologous sequence showed that three had differences in their limb
enhancer activity as compared to the bat sequence. Of these, BAR116 was of particular
interest as it is located near the HoxD locus, an essential gene complex required for proper
spatiotemporal patterning of the developing limb. The bat BAR116 sequence drove robust
forelimb expression but the mouse BAR116 sequence did not show enhancer activity.
These experiments correspond to analyses of HoxD gene expressions in developing bat
limbs, which had strong forelimb versus weak hindlimb expression for Hoxd10-11. Com-
bined, our studies highlight specific genomic regions that could be important in shaping
the morphological differences that led to the development of the bat wing.
Introduction
Vertebrate limbs show a wide range of morphological variety ranging from fins to limbs. The
developing tetrapod limb is made up of three skeletal elements: the stylopod (humerus/femur),
zeugopod (ulna/tibia, radius/fibula), and autopod (carpals/tarsals; metacarpals/metatarsals;
phalanges) [1,2]. Autopods are highly specialized, composed of different numbers and lengths
of digits, and exhibit varying degrees of interdigital soft tissue (webbing). Autopods are a hall-
mark of tetrapod diversity and are essential for adaptation to life on land, in the sea and in the
air. Bats are an extreme example of this. To form a wing, bat forelimbs have gone through
three major changes: elongation of digits II-V, retention of membranous tissue forming the
inter-digital patagia (chiropatagium) and a relative reduction in the diameter of the ulna [3–5].
These morphological innovations are clearly apparent in bat fossils from 52.5 million years ago
[6,7]. The genetic changes that led to the development of these specialized limb structures and
mammalian flight are likely to have occurred prior to the radiation of the Chiroptera, one of
the most diverse mammalian orders.
Enhancers can regulate spatiotemporal gene expression during vertebrate development [8]
and nucleotide changes within them can lead to phenotypic differences, such as limb malfor-
mations [9]. For example, regulatory regions in the 5’Hoxd locus have been implicated in digit
specification during mammalian autopod development and loss of interactions with these
regions can result in limb phenotypes, similar toHoxd10-Hoxd13 deletions [10]. Nucleotide
changes in enhancers have also been linked to morphological differences between species [11].
One such example is the Prx1 limb enhancer. The replacement of the mouse sequence of this
enhancer with the homologous bat Prx1 sequence resulted in mice with longer forelimbs [12].
The recent availability of several bat genomes (Myotis lucifugus,Myotis davidii, Pteropus vam-
pyrus, and Pteropus alecto) [13–16] now make it possible to identify specific nucleotide changes
in the bat lineage, as compared to other mammals, that could have a role in the development of
the unique limb morphology of the bat.
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Various computational approaches have been used to identify regulatory elements that
could be involved in species-specific morphological changes [17–21]. These include human
accelerated regions (HARs) and human accelerated conserved noncoding sequences
(HACNSs), which are highly conserved sequences that have acquired a disproportionate num-
ber of nucleotide substitutions since humans diverged from our common ancestor with chim-
panzees [20,22,23]. Based on epigenetic marks, Capra and colleagues predicted that at least
30% of these noncoding HARs are developmental enhancers [24]. So far, 62 out of 92 tested
HARs have shown enhancer activity in mouse transgenic assays, and 7 out of 26 HARs, where
the activity of the human and chimp sequences were compared, showed differential enhancer
activity [25]. These include the limb enhancer sequences HAR2/HACNS1, which showed no
limb specific activity for the non-human homologous sequence [22], and 2xHAR.114, which
displayed restricted limb activity for the human sequence compared to the chimpanzee
sequence [24]. These findings indicate that the identification of accelerated regions could serve
to detect sequences that function as gene regulatory elements and could possibly give rise to
characteristic phenotypes among species.
Here, we set out to identify enhancers whose alteration could have contributed to bat wing
development. We utilized mouse limb-specific ChIP-seq datasets and available bat genomes to
identify bat accelerated regions (BARs). We identified 166 BARs with potential enhancer activ-
ity in developing limbs and functionally analyzed five of them in mouse, finding all fiveM. luci-
fugus cloned BARs (BAR2, BAR4, BAR61, BAR97, BAR116) to be functional limb enhancers.
Comparison of the enhancer activity of mouse andM. lucifugus orthologous BAR sequences
revealed expression differences for three of the four tested sequences (BAR4, BAR97, and
BAR116), suggesting that these sequences could be accelerated in bats due to functional differ-
ences. Amongst them,M. lucifugus BAR116, which resides in a gene desert on the telomeric
side of the HoxD locus, showed robust forelimb and weak hindlimb expression, a trend similar
to bat Hoxd10 andHoxd11 gene expression as we determined using whole-mount in situ
hybridization on bat and mouse embryos.
Results
Computational analysis identifies 166 BARs
We sought to identify specific sequences that could be responsible for bat wing development.
To generate a high-confidence list of candidate enhancers, we implemented a comparative
genomics approach (Fig 1) that pinpoints bat accelerated regions (BARs), which are genomic
sequences that are evolving very slowly in vertebrates, but experienced rapid sequence changes
in the common ancestor of extant bats. We analyzed multiple sequence alignments of 58 verte-
brates, excluding bat genomes (see Materials and Methods; Fig 1), to generate 2.7 million verte-
brate conserved sequences using PhastCons [26]. To focus our analysis on potential limb
developmental enhancers, we constrained our search to conserved sequences that overlap with
39,260 ChIP-seq peaks for H3K27ac and p300 from embryonic day (E) 10.5 and E11.5 mouse
limbs. These include two previously reported datasets [18,27] and an H3K27ac E11.5 develop-
ing mouse limb autopod dataset generated for this project (see Materials and Methods, Fig 1).
We then tested these candidates for statistically significant numbers of substitutions in the
ancestor of four bats with sequenced genomes, compared to the set of vertebrate conserved
sequences, using PhyloP [28] (see Materials and Methods). Using four bats and numerous ver-
tebrate genomes in our analysis assisted in reducing false positives that can result from
sequencing, assembly, and alignment errors.
We identified 166 BARs that overlap genomic marks of active enhancers in developing
mouse limbs and show significant evidence of accelerated substitution rates in the genome of
Bat Accelerated Regions
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the common ancestor of extant bats (false discovery rate (FDR)< 5%; S1 Table). Like many
known developmental enhancers, the average BAR is 1,542 base pairs (bp) in length and does
not overlap gene transcription start sites (TSS). We found that 73% of BARs are more than 20
kilobases (kb) from the closest TSS, 45% are more than 100 kb from a TSS, and five are in gene
deserts that are greater than 1 megabase (Mb) across. Thirty-eight BARs are adjacent to tran-
scription factors (TFs) involved in limb development (see Materials and Methods; S1 Table)
and overall we observed an enrichment for limb TFs near BARs (OR = 2.88, p-value< 0.0001;
S2 Table). BARs were also found to cluster around each other more densely than expected
(p<0.001; permutation test compared to the set of candidate limb enhancers from the various
ChIP-seq datasets), with several clusters being adjacent to developmental genes. For example,
we found five BARs (BAR4, 18, 22, 71 and 148) clustered near sprouty homolog 1 (Spry1), a
gene associated with skeletal myogenesis [29,30]. In addition, for 4 out of 5 BARs (BAR4,
Fig 1. Computational pipeline to identify bat accelerated regions. Limb ChIP-seq peaks were unified,
then overlapped with conserved regions and then scored with PhyloP values (0 to 20) by comparingMyotis
lucifugus, Pteropus vampyrus,Myotis davidii, and Pteropus alecto to 48 available vertebrate genomes. A
total of 166 BAR elements were identified as accelerated regions in bats [false discovery rate (FDR) < 0.05].
doi:10.1371/journal.pgen.1005738.g001
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BAR18, BAR22, BAR71, BAR148) near Spry1, we found more pleiomorphic adenoma gene 1
(Plag1) motifs in the inferred sequence of the bat ancestor than in the orthologous mouse
sequence (all p-values<0.1; see Materials and Methods). Plag1 is a zinc finger protein whose
loss in mice results in retarded growth [31] and it has been associated with stature in bovines
[32], limb bone length in pigs [33] and height in humans [34].
Bat and mouse BAR sequences differ in their transcription factor binding
sites
We next set out to identify transcription factor binding site (TFBS) changes in each of the 166
BARs by estimating the sequence of the common ancestor of the four bat genomes (M. lucifu-
gus, P. vampyrus,M. davidii and P. alecto; see Materials and Methods) and comparing this
ancestral bat sequence to the orthologous mouse sequence. We predicted TFBS in the mouse
and ancestral bat sequences of each BAR and tested for significant loss or gain of TFBS of 745
TFs expressed in the developing limb using motifDiverge [35]. Most TFs only had significant
changes in TFBS for a single BAR, but several showed consistent patterns of loss or gain across
multiple BARs. When all BARs are analyzed collectively as a single sequence, 34 TFs have sig-
nificantly more TFBS in the bat ancestor compared to mouse, and 146 TFs have significantly
fewer TFBS (FDR<0.05, S2 Table).
The most striking TFBS changes in the ancestral bat BAR sequences were gains of sites for
Nr2c2, Sp4, Zfp281, and Zfp740 each of which is enriched in twelve or more BARs. Nr2c2, also
known as the testicular nuclear receptor 4 (Tr4), is involved in osteoblast maintenance and differ-
entiation [36,37]. Mice lacking Tr4 do not have apparent skeletal abnormalities, however, they
display a reduction in bone mineral density and long bone volume, showing premature aging,
spinal curvature [38], and osteoporosis [36]. Zfp281 and Zfp740 are expressed in the developing
limb [39] but have yet to be characterized for their limb function. Two additional TFBS gains are
worth noting, Egr1 and Zic2/3. The Egr genes are C2H2-type zinc finger proteins that function as
transcriptional regulators with an important role in mitogenesis and differentiation. Specifically,
Egr1 is involved in mouse wound repair, endochondral bone repair and data suggests that EGR1
is upregulated during skeletal muscle wound healing [40,41]. Zic2 and Zic3 belong to the
C2H2-family of Zinc fingers, are known to be involved in morphogenesis and patterning during
development and are associated with muscle and skeletal defects [42–45].
We also observed a significant depletion for specific TFBS when comparing the ancestral
bat sequences to mice collectively over all BARs (S2 Table). By rank, the most depleted and
fourth most depleted TFs were OSR2 and OSR1 respectively. Odd-skipped related genes, Osr1
and Osr2, belong to the C2H2 Zinc finger family [46,47] and are expressed in the embryonic
limb mesenchyme [48,49]. Both Osr1 and Osr2 are associated with osteoblast regulation, chon-
drogenesis [50,51], synovial joint formation, and their removal in mice leads to fusion of these
joints [52]. Also worth mentioning are Tgif1 andMeis1. Tgif1, the Thymine/Guanine interact-
ing factor 1, is a repressor of TGF-β/Smad signaling, and is expressed in the developing limb
mesenchyme [53].Meis1, a TALE homeobox TF, is a marker of the stylopod region and its
overexpression abolishes distal limb structures during development [54]. Combined, our
results identify TFBS gains and losses in BARs that might have a functional role.
M. lucifugus BARs are functional limb enhancers
To determine whether BARs are functional limb enhancers, we selected five BARs (BAR2,
BAR4, BAR61, BAR97 and BAR116) and tested them for enhancer activity using a mouse
transgenic assay. The BAR candidates were chosen based on their location, residing within
1Mb of a known limb developmental genes whose alteration leads to a skeletal or limb
Bat Accelerated Regions
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phenotype (Table 1; Fig 2). BAR2 resides near Twist2, a bHLH transcription factor which has
been shown to terminate the Shh/Grem1/Fgf autoregulatory loop by repression of Grem1
expression in early limb morphogenesis [55]. BAR4 is in close proximity to Spry1, a known
antagonist of FGF signaling [56], that along with other Sprouty proteins (Spry2, Spry4), is
expressed in skeletal muscle stem cells, chondrocytes, limb buds, muscles and tendons during
development [29,57,58]. BAR61 overlapped with the zone of polarizing activity (ZPA) regula-
tory sequence (ZRS), a previously characterized limb enhancer of Shh that when mutated leads
to limb malformations in humans, mice, dogs and cats [59,60] (Table 1). BAR97 is in close
proximity to Spg20, a gene that is expressed in the limb, face and brain during morphogenesis
and is an inhibitor of BMP signaling that is linked to short stature and spastic paraplegias [61].
BAR116 is located on the telomeric side of theHoxD cluster (Fig 2) which is known to be an
important regulator of skeletal development [62].
Regions spanning each of the five BAR candidate enhancers (Table 1; S1 Table) were ampli-
fied fromM. lucifugus, cloned into the Hsp68-LacZ vector that contains an Hsp68minimal
promoter followed by the LacZ reporter gene [63], and injected into single-cell mouse embryos.
Transgenic embryos were harvested at E12.5. This stage was chosen since it is equivalent to
CS16E in Carollia perspicallata andMiniopterus natalensis bat embryos, a stage when digits are
identifiable and forelimbs (FL) lose their symmetry in the anterior to posterior (AP) axis com-
pared to hindlimbs (HL) [64–66]. All assayedM. lucifugus BAR sequences showed limb
enhancer activity in our transgenic mouse assay (Fig 3).M. lucifugus BAR2 was active in the
limb autopod (3/5 embryos) but also demonstrated enhancer expression in the brain and non-
specifically throughout the whole embryo (4/5 embryos; S1 Fig).M. lucifugus BAR4 was posi-
tive for enhancer activity in the proximal limb (3/4 embryos; Figs 3 and 4).M. lucifugus BAR61
demonstrated strong activity in the posterior-half of the autopod in FL and HL tissues (3/4
embryos) (Figs 3 and 4). BAR97 displayed weak and diffuse enhancer expression in the poste-
rior-half of the autopod (3/4 embryos; Figs 3 and 4).M. lucifugus BAR116 showed strong
enhancer activity throughout the proximal and distal FL, covering the entire autopod and zeu-
gopod regions. A weaker enhancer activity in the proximal portion of the HL was also observed
for BAR116 (3/5 embryos; Figs 3 and 4). In total, all five examinedM. lucifugus BAR sequences
displayed enhancer activity in the developing forelimb or hindlimb.
Orthologous mouse sequences demonstrate a divergent enhancer
expression pattern
To compare the species-specific enhancer activity of our predicted BARs, we set out to analyze
the orthologous mouse sequences of four BARs (BAR4, BAR61, BAR97, BAR116; S1 Table).
Due to the nonspecific expression pattern ofM. lucifugus BAR2, the orthologous mouse
sequence was not analyzed. Regions covering each of the mouse BAR sequences were cloned
into the Hsp68-LacZ vector and tested for enhancer activity at E12.5. Mouse BAR61/ZRS
Table 1. BARs selected for mouse enhancer assays. BARs that were selected for enhancer assays, the limb-associated genes nearby, the limb pheno-
type caused by mutations in these genes and their references.
BAR ID Nearby Limb Genes Limb-Associated Phenotypes (MGI, OMIM) & Tissue Expression References
2 Twist2 Skeletal and muscle abnormalities [94]
4 Spry1 Chondrodysplasia, muscles, tendons [29,57]
61 Shh Limb malformations [59]
97 Spg20 Spastic paraplegias [61]
116 HoxD cluster Skeletal defects [62]
doi:10.1371/journal.pgen.1005738.t001
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Fig 2. UCSCGenome Browser snapshots showing the location of eachmouse BAR (BAR2, BAR4, BAR61, BAR97, BAR116). The BAR4 browser
snapshot displays the ‘TAD Domain’ [70] track (in green) containing a cluster of five Spry1 BARs. The bottom panel displays the mouseHoxD locus and a
zoom-in of the overlapping regions between mouse BAR116 (~1.9kb in length) and mouse CNS9 (~700 bp in length) [75]. Both sequences were negative for
limb enhancer activity in mouse assays. TheHoxD ‘Telomeric Domain’ track is also shown in green.
doi:10.1371/journal.pgen.1005738.g002
Bat Accelerated Regions
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(Shh), was active in the posterior-half of the developing autopod (2/4 embryos, Fig 4; S2 Fig),
similar to the correspondingM. lucifugus sequence (BAR61). However, the three other tested
mouse BAR sequences (BAR4, BAR97, BAR116) showed differential enhancer activity. Mouse
BAR116 (HoxD) and mouse BAR4 (Spry1) sequences were both negative for enhancer activity
(Fig 4; S2 Fig). For mouse BAR4 it is worth noting that only one of the six positive embryos
showed weak staining that was similar toM. lucifugus BAR4 and for mouse BAR116 none of
the embryos showed similar enhancer activity, with the majority (3/4) being completely nega-
tive for LacZ (S2 Fig). Mouse BAR97 (Spg20) showed differential enhancer activity compared
toM. lucifugus BAR97, being active in the midbrain, the zeugopod (2/4 embryos) and the fore-
brain (1/4 embryos, Fig 4; S2 Fig). Combined, our results suggest that the accelerated sequence
changes observed in BARs could lead to differences in limb enhancer expression.
The bat BAR116 sequence is essential for limb enhancer activity
Our injected BAR sequences included the PhastCons conserved sequences that defined the
BAR element along with the flanking sequence under the ChIP-seq peak (S1 Table). We next
Fig 3. M. lucifugusBARs are active enhancers in the developing mouse limb. A representative mouse
embryo (E12.5) showing the limb enhancer expression pattern for eachM. lucifugus BAR. Nearby limb-
associated gene names are written in parenthesis with the number of embryos showing a limb expression
pattern given below.M. lucifugus BARs were scored by the number of transgenic LacZ positive limb/ LacZ
positive expressing embryos. All fiveM. lucifugus BARs have LacZ expression in the limbs.
doi:10.1371/journal.pgen.1005738.g003
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wanted to determine whether theM. lucifugus BAR116 PhastCons sequence, rather than
sequence differences in the flanking regions, is essential for the observed E12.5 limb enhancer
activity. We generated a synthetic construct that has the mouse BAR116 PhastCons sequence
along with the flankingM. lucifugus sequence. This bat-mouse BAR116 composite sequence
was analyzed using a similar mouse transgenic enhancer assay at E12.5 and displayed inconsis-
tent limb expression in two out of the four LacZ positive transgenic embryos (Fig 5, S2 Fig).
The loss of limb enhancer activity that we observed for the bat-mouse BAR116 composite con-
struct suggests that theM. lucifugus BAR116 PhastCons element itself, and not the flanking
sequence within the ChIP-seq peak, is essential for limb enhancer activity at this time point.
BAR116 shows similar FL/HL expression differences to bat Hoxd10 and
Hoxd11 genes
The most robust difference in enhancer activity observed was forM. lucifugus BAR116, which
showed strong FL expression for the bat sequence but was negative for the mouse sequence.
We wanted to analyze whether theM. lucifugus BAR116 enhancer expression pattern recapitu-
lates that of the batHoxD gene expression. We carried out whole-mount in situ hybridization
onHoxd10, Hoxd11,Hoxd12 andHoxd13, important developmental genes expressed during
both early limb bud outgrowth and later autopod development [67], in developing bat (M.
natalensis) and mouse embryos. At CS15, we observed FL expression of Hoxd10 and Hoxd11
Fig 4. Comparison of enhancer expression patterns for bat andmouse sequences in forelimb and
hindlimb.Representative mouse (E12.5) forelimbs (FLs) and hindlimbs (HLs) showing bothM. lucifugus
BAR and mouse BAR expression pattern. ThreeM. lucifugus BAR sequences (BAR4, 97, and 116) show
differences in expression patterns as compared to the mouse BAR sequence. BAR61 (Shh) retains a similar
expression pattern for both the bat and the mouse BAR sequences. Nearby limb-associated gene names are
written in parenthesis next to the BAR ID.
doi:10.1371/journal.pgen.1005738.g004
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in both proximal (zeugopod) and distal (autopod) domains, while Hoxd12 and Hoxd13 expres-
sion were mainly limited to a large distal domain within the autopod (Fig 6A–6D). The expres-
sion of all of these genes was strongest in a distal domain encompassing digits II-IV. The HL
patterning at CS15 had both proximal and distal domains of expression for Hoxd10 and
Hoxd11, while Hoxd12 and Hoxd13 were found in the autopod region (Fig 6A’–6D’). In the
HL, the expression of theHoxD genes we analyzed appeared uniform and fairly symmetrical
across the distal edge of the autopod. At CS16, the matching stage for E12.5 in mice, the bat
autopod expands, becoming highly asymmetrical and digit rays become apparent. In the bat FL
the distal expression ofHoxd10 and Hoxd11 are indistinguishable from one another, with
strong expression occurring in a ‘triangular’ domain between digits II–IV (Fig 6E and 6F).
Hoxd12 has a more expansive autopod expression, extending from the posterior region of digit
II and throughout the posterior portion of the autopod, with expression being focused in the
proximal half of the developing digit rays (Fig 6G).Hoxd13 was found throughout the autopod,
and was strongest in the regions around the developing digits and in the interdigital region
between digits III-V (Fig 6H). Interestingly, at CS16, we observed thatHoxD expression in the
HL is lost in the distal portion for Hoxd10 andHoxd11, while being maintained in the region
where the calcar develops (Fig 6E’ & 6F). This differential expression in the FL and HL was
similar forM. lucifugus BAR116, whereby we observed a robust FL expression within the entire
limb but reduced HL expression in transgenic mice at E12.5. Expression of Hoxd12 and
Hoxd13 at CS16 was maintained in the bat HL (Fig 6G’ & 6H’). In CS17 FLs, when the digit
Fig 5. The bat-mouse BAR116 composite sequence displays a loss of tissue specificity in the limbs. TheM. lucifugus sequence (blue) was replaced
with the mouse (red) PhastCons sequence encompassing the BAR element. While theM.lucifugus sequence drove consistent enhancer activity in the limbs
at E12.5, both the mouse sequence and the synthesized bat-mouse BAR116 composite sequence failed to drive consistent enhancer activity, suggesting
that theM. lucifugus BAR116 sequence is essential for limb enhancer expression.
doi:10.1371/journal.pgen.1005738.g005
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rays extend, expression of all the HoxD genes examined becomes progressively restricted to the
regions surrounding the digits and is reduced in the distal interdigital tissue. In the HL, expres-
sion ofHoxd10 and Hoxd11 is still absent, and is reduced in the calcar region (Fig 6I’ & 6 J’).
Hoxd12 expression appears reduced and is only found surrounding the digit rays while
Hoxd13 is found throughout the autopod region (Fig 6K’ & 6L’). In summary, although the
observed expression pattern for Hoxd10 and Hoxd11 did not fully recapitulate theM. lucifugus
BAR116 limb enhancer expression pattern, we did observe lower HL expression for both these
genes at an equivalent stage that matches the decreased activity of theM. lucifugus BAR116
enhancer.
Discussion
Using comparative genomics, developing limb ChIP-seq datasets and mouse enhancer assays,
we characterized genomic regions in bat genomes that could play a role in mediating gene
expression changes underlying the unique morphological development of the bat wing. We
identified 166 BARs which showed a global enrichment for Nr2c2, Zfp281, Zfp740, Zic2/3 and
Egr1, and depletion for Osr1, Osr2, Tgif1 andMeis1 TFBS when comparing their mouse
sequences to the inferred ancestral bat sequences (S2 Table). Analysis of fiveM. lucifugus BARs
using a mouse transgenic assay showed all of them to have enhancer activity in the developing
limb at E12.5. Examination of the mouse orthologous sequences for four of these BARs showed
three to be differentially expressed compared to theM. lucifugus sequence, including BAR116
that showed strong FL versus HL expression, matching the differential expression pattern
observed for Hoxd10 andHoxd11 in developing bat limbs.
Fig 6. HoxD gene expression patterns in bats andmice.Hoxd10-13 bat embryonic forelimb (A-L) and
hindlimb (A’-L’) expression pattern at CS15-CS17 compared equivalently staged mouse (E12.0-E13.5)
forelimb (M-X) and hindlimb (M’-X’) expression (scale bar represents 500 μm).
doi:10.1371/journal.pgen.1005738.g006
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TheM. lucifugus BAR4 sequence showed enhancer expression in the proximal FL [68],
while the mouse orthologous sequence BAR4 was negative for enhancer activity at this time
point (S1 and S2 Figs). BAR4 is near Spry1, a gene involved in skeletal and muscle development
in mice that when overexpressed leads to chondrodysplasia, a skeletal disorder leading to
arrested development [57,69]. Interestingly, 5 of our 166 identified BARs reside in the Spry1
locus (Fig 2, S1 Table), suggesting that altered regulation of this gene could have been impor-
tant for bat wing development. It is also worth noting that all five Spry1 BARs are located in the
same topological associating domain [TAD; [70]](Fig 2). The presence of multiple BARs in
this region could implicate a co-operative and tightly coordinated regulation of Spry1 during
bat limb myogenesis and digit elongation via Fgf signaling [29,57]. The transcription factor
Plag1 could be differentially binding these enhancers and affecting the regulation of Spry1 or
other nearby genes.
Interestingly BAR61, the well-characterized Shh limb enhancer (ZRS), did not show differ-
ential enhancer activity betweenM. lucifugus and mice at E12.5. Both BAR61 sequences had
similar enhancer activity in the ZPA of the autopod (S1 and S2 Figs), however, both also
seemed to have an expanded domain compared to the previously characterized E11.5 expres-
sion pattern [59]. These analyses do not exclude differences in expression pattern that may
occur at later stages of development, or quantitative differences, which cannot be picked up
through these transient transgenic assays.
BAR116 is of extreme interest, due to its telomeric location relative to theHoxD locus
(Fig 2). The HoxD locus is conserved across vertebrates and has a critical spatiotemporal role
in skeletal development [67].Hoxd10 andHoxd13 in particular are known to directly interact
with Shh during limb outgrowth [71,72] and mutations in these genes lead to various limb mal-
formations including synpolydactyly, split hand and foot, and distally located skeletal elements
[67,73]. Several cis regulatory elements for theHoxD cluster have been shown to drive limb
development and are conserved among vertebrates [10,74]. TheM. lucifugus BAR116 por-
trayed enhancer activity in the FL mesenchyme but had reduced activity in HL (5/5 embryos).
Its orthologous mouse sequence was negative for enhancer activity, despite showing evolution-
ary conservation in vertebrates. It is worth noting that a 700 bp partially overlapping region to
mouse BAR116, termed CNS9 found in theHoxD telomeric region (Fig 2), was previously
examined for enhancer activity in a lentiviral-mediated mouse transgenesis system and was
also negative [75].
M. lucifugus BAR116 showed strong enhancer activity throughout the developing FL and
weak expression in the proximal portion of the HL. Using whole-mount in situ hybridizations,
we analyzed the expression patterns ofHoxd10-13 at CS15-CS17 forM. natalensis and mice at
matching developmental time points. Our results showed an overall similarity to previously
characterized Hoxd10-13 bat and mouse limb expression patterns [15,76]. The robust FL
expression and weaker HL expression of BAR116 showed a similar trend to that of Hoxd10
andHoxd11 (Fig 6). Interestingly,Hoxd9 also showed a reduction in HL expression at CS16
[15], similar to the one we observed for Hoxd10 and Hoxd11, suggesting that BAR116 could
possibly be regulating these and other HoxD genes that are located 5’ to these genes. Addition-
ally, by using 4C combined with HoxD telomeric deletion assays in mice, Hoxd9-Hoxd11 were
suggested to interact, during early phase ofHoxD expression, with telomeric enhancers pro-
moting forearm/arm development [75]. BAR116 (CNS9) lies within this telomeric region and
is 850kb from the telomeric boundary of this topological domain suggesting that it could regu-
late HoxD genes. There are also two functional limb enhancers on both sides of it, CNS39
(60kb centromeric to CNS9; Fig 2) and CNS65 (229kb telomeric to CNS9; Fig 2), that are
thought to interact with HoxD genes [75]. The differential enhancer activity we observed for
M. lucifugus BAR116 compared to the negative enhancer activity of its mouse sequence and
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bat-mouse BAR116 composite sequence at E12.5, could imply that bats have acquired a novel
enhancer function or a temporal specific chromatin conformation essential for forelimb mor-
phology during autopod development in this locus.
Our data suggests that accelerated regions could be used to identify species-specific develop-
mental enhancers that serve as critical determinants during morphoevolution as has been dem-
onstrated previously [20,22,24]. In bats, an examination of the evolution of echolocation
identified Foxp2 as a major constituent of vocal and orofacial development pathways, finding
conserved noncoding elements in close proximity of Foxp2 that changed significantly in echo-
locating bats when compared to non-echolocating species [77]. Similarly, our study utilizes dif-
ferent species to test orthologous sequences, but focuses specifically on regions that are
predicted to be developmental limb enhancers through ChIP-seq. There have been previous
reports that analyzed bat-specific limb enhancers [12,76]. However, our study is the first to
examine, in a genome-wide manner, putative limb enhancers in bats. Interestingly, the Prx1
known bat limb enhancer whose replacement in the mouse led to longer forelimbs [12], was
not identified in our analyses as a BAR element.
It is worth noting that our study also had many caveats. The mouse transgenic enhancer
assay that we used is not quantitative and can be inconsistent due to differences in integration
sites and transgene copy number. We also could not test sequences in bat embryos and so were
limited to observing expression changes only in mice. For our in situs, due the scarcity of these
embryos, we were only able to useM. natalensis embryos whereas in our mouse transgenic
assays we used sequences fromM. lucifugus, which could also lead to differences in expression
patterns. Moreover, we only examined 5 of 166 BARs, which does not represent the majority of
the BARs found in our pipeline. For our global TFBS analysis, we analyzed what we determined
to be the ancestral bat sequence that could lead to us missing several TFBS changes. In addi-
tion, the TFBS matrixes we used were mainly human and mouse based and could differ in bats.
InM. lucifugus BAR sequences we also noticed repetitive regions that were not present in the
mouse BARs, which could explain the enrichment for specific TFBSs during our motifDiverge
analysis. Despite these caveats, our study shows that the use of tissue specific ChIP-seq datasets
combined with sequence acceleration can be an efficient means to identify sequences that are
important in determining morphological changes between species.
Materials and Methods
Ethics statement
Mouse work was approved by the UCSF Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (proto-
col number AN100466) and was conducted in accordance with AALAC and NIH guidelines
and also by the University of Cape Town Faculty of Health Sciences animal ethics committee
application number FHS AEC 012/052. Ethical approval to collect bats was given by the Uni-
versity of Cape Town, Faculty of Science Animal Experimentation Committee (2006/V4/DJ,
2008/V16/DJ and 2012/V39/NI) with permission to sample granted by the Western Cape
Nature Conservation Board (AAA004-00030-0035 (2006), AAA007-00041-0056 (2012–2014).
Computational analyses
To identify BARs, we employed a statistical phylogenetic test for accelerated nucleotide evolu-
tion in the common ancestor of all extant bats. This is an extension of a previously proposed
likelihood ratio test for acceleration in a single species or clade [28]. This new ancestral lineage
version of the likelihood ratio test is implemented in the PhyloP function (option—branch) in
the open source software package PHAST [78]. The input to PhyloP is a multiple sequence
alignment for each genomic region to be tested for acceleration, plus a phylogenetic tree of the
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species in the alignment that is estimated from genome-wide data (in this case, four-fold
degenerate sites).
To apply this statistical test to bat limb development, we first identified a collection of candi-
date enhancers for limb development genes by intersecting evolutionarily conserved elements
with enhancer-associated histone modifications and transcription factor binding events mea-
sured in the developing mouse limbs (Fig 1). Specifically, we took the union of all peaks from
two previously published ChIP-seq experiments targeting H3K27ac or p300 [18,27] and an
H3K27ac dataset generated for this project. Next, we generated a set of vertebrate conserved
elements that were agnostic to the rate of nucleotide substitutions in bats. We started with
60-way vertebrate multiple sequence alignments with mouse as the reference species (UCSC
Genome Browser, mm10 assembly). We dropped the two bat genomes (M. lucifigus and P.
vampyrus) from the alignments to ensure that high rates of nucleotide differences between the
bats and other vertebrates would not prevent us from identifying conservation in other species.
Finally, we ran the PhastCons program with default settings [26] on the resulting genome-wide
alignments.
This analysis identified 4,384,943 conserved elements, many of which were less than 100 bp
long and, thus, too short for statistical tests for acceleration [28]. However, we observed that
many short elements frequently clustered together on the chromosome and that known func-
tional elements (e.g., coding exons) were often tiled with multiple conserved elements sepa-
rated by short gaps. Hence, we iteratively merged adjacent elements until the ratio of the
distance between the elements merged over the total length of the region was less than or equal
to 0.1. This merging algorithm was the result of empirical experiments aimed at producing one
or a small number of merged elements per exon. We also experimented with adjusting the
parameters of PhastCons to produce longer elements, but found that post-processing, by merg-
ing, recapitulated exons more effectively. Next, we intersected all merged regions greater than
100 bp with the ChIP-seq peaks and unmasked theM. lucifigus and P. vampyrus sequences
from the multiple alignments. Regions with more than 50% missing sequence from either bat
or more than 25% of nucleotides overlapping a coding exon were dropped to produce a collec-
tion of 20,057 candidate limb enhancers.
Prior to PhyloP analysis, we integrated sequences from two additional bat genomes into the
candidate enhancer alignments. We obtained assembled contigs for two bats,M. davidii and P.
alecto, that were sequenced to high coverage (100x)[13]. We used the BLAST algorithm to
identify alignments of the mouse sequence from each candidate enhancer to contigs fromM.
davidii and P. alecto [79]. The single best hit with an e-value less than or equal to 0.01 was then
blasted back to the mouse genome. If this produced a reciprocal best hit (i.e., the top scoring
alignment to the mouse genome overlapped the original candidate enhancer sequence), we
added theM. davidii or P. alecto sequence to the 60-way multiple alignment for that candidate
enhancer. This produced alignments with between two and four bats present per enhancer.
The two additional bat species were added to the phylogenetic tree corresponding to the
60-way alignments (UCSC Genome Browser) and their branch lengths were adjusted using
their relationship toM. lucifigus and P. vampyrus. We then restricted our analysis to regions
containing at least one bat.
Finally, we used PhyloP to test each candidate enhancer for accelerated nucleotide substitu-
tions along the ancestral bat lineage. The resulting p-values were adjusted for multiple testing
using a false discovery rate (FDR) controlling procedure [80,81]. We call all candidate enhanc-
ers with FDR< 5% Bat Accelerated Regions (BARs) (S1 Table). Their genomic distribution
and sequence composition were analyzed using custom Python scripts. Significant associations
with functions and phenotypes of nearby genes were identified using GREAT after lifting
BARs over to mm9 coordinates [82]. We curated a list of limb-associated genes by exhaustively
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looking through the literature for evidence found in mouse or human and used resampling
tests to assess associations between BARs and these genes compared to random sets of Phast-
Cons elements.
TFBS analyses
To look for TFBS differences, we manually curated a list of limb-associated TFs (S2 Table).
BARs were analyzed for loss and gain of binding sites for each TF using motifDiverge [35]. We
first compared the ancestral bat sequence to mouse. We used prequel to computationally infer
the sequence of the common ancestor of extant bats using our multiple alignments [78]. We
created the corresponding aligned mouse sequence from these alignments. We then called a
TFBS a hit if its FDR exceeded a threshold of 0.01. We then used motifDiverge [35] to test if
the total number of TFBS in the bat ancestor was significantly different than the number of
TFBS in mouse for each TF in each individual BAR. We repeated these tests collectively over
all BARs.
ChIP-seq
ChIP was performed using the LowCell# ChIP kit (Diagenode) as previously described [83].
About 70,000 cells were pooled per IP and sonicated with a Covaris sonicator (S220 Focused-
ultrasonicator, Covaris). Of the sheared chromatin, 30ul was used for each ChIP experiment
with the antibody anti-acetyl histone H3 (Lys27) clone CMA309 (Milipore 05–1334). Follow-
ing the manufacturer’s directions, each library was constructed using the Rubicon ThruPLEX
library construction kit. Each library included 10 ul of ChIP material for a total of 14 cycles of
amplification. Sequencing was carried out using an Illumina HiSeq and FASTQ files were
aligned to theMus Musculus genome (mm9) using Bowtie 0.12.8 [84]. A single base pair mis-
match was permitted and reads with multiple alignments were discarded. The ChIP-seq library
was sequenced to a depth of 168M total reads with 137M aligning uniquely. The input sample
was sequenced to a depth of 111M reads total and 81M aligning uniquely. In each case, approx-
imately 18% of sequences failed to align. We sorted and indexed the alignments using SAM-
tools 0.1.18 [85] and then converted to BED files with the bam2bed utility, a part of bedtools
2.17.0 [86]. To identify enriched H3K27ac islands in the limb samples, the peak-finding tool
SICER 1.1 [87] was used.
Mouse transgenic enhancer assays
PCR was carried out either onM. lucifugus orM.musculus DNA using primers that were
designed to amplify candidate enhancer peak sequences with additional 100–500 bp outside of
predicted regions (S1 Table). The bat-mouse BAR116 composite sequence was synthesized
(Biomatik) and sequence validated. PCR products and the synthetic sequence were cloned into
the Hsp68-LacZ vector [63] and sequence verified. All transgenic mice were generated by Cya-
gen Biosciences using standard procedures [88], and harvested and stained for LacZ expression
at E12.5 as previously described [89]. Pictures were obtained using an M165FC stereo micro-
scope and a DFC500 12-megapixel camera (Leica). To be designated as an enhancer, we
required consistent spatial expression patterns present in at least two embryos.
Bat and mouse whole mount in situ hybridization. M. natalensis embryos were collected
from the De Hoop Nature Reserve, Western Cape Province, South Africa in 2008 and 2012 and
were harvested, staged and stored as described previously [64,66,90]. Whole-mount in situ
hybridization was performed on wild-type Parkes wild-type strain (PKS) mouse embryos.
Bat specific in situ probes were generated using primers that were designed to theM. lucifu-
gus genomic sequence (Myoluc 2.0) and synthesized by Source Bioscience. PCR was performed
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using cDNA (S3 Table) and amplicons were gel extracted using the Wizard SV Gel PCR Clean-
up System (Promega). Purified products were cloned using the pGEM-T Easy Vector System
(Promega) in XL-Blue cells. Purified plasmids (Promega Pure Yield™ Plasmid Miniprep Sys-
tem) from positively selected colonies were sequenced by Source Bioscience to confirm insert
identity. NCBI blast analyses confirmed sequence similarity to the expected bat transcripts (S3
Table). Mouse probes (mHoxd10, mHoxd11, mHoxd12, mHoxd13) were generated from pre-
viously published probe templates [91]. Plasmids were linearized by digestion; bHoxd10: NcoI,
bHoxd11-13: SphI, mHoxd10: EcoRI, mHoxd11: SalI, mHoxd12: Bam, mHoxd13: pVUII
(Thermo Fisher Scientific) and purified to form an antisense probe template. DIG-labeled
probes were generated using In Vitro Transcription (IVT). SP6 polymerase (Roche) was used
for all bat probes and mHoxd10 and T7 polymerase (Roche) was used for mHoxd11-13 as per
the manufacturer’s instructions. Reactions were DNase treated using DNA-free (Ambion, Life
Technologies) and purified using a SigmaPrep Spin Column (Sigma-Aldrich). Embryos were
sectioned along the sagittal plane to conserve samples and allow direct comparisons of different
probes. Whole mount in situ hybridization was performed as described by [92] including Pro-
teinase K digestion [93] and an overnight hybridization step at 70°C followed by detection
using NBT-BCIP.
Accession numbers
ChIP-seq data has been made publically available through NCBI (ChIP-seq BioProject ID:
PRJNA252737 as experiment ID SRX793524).
Supporting Information
S1 Fig.M. lucifugus BAR LacZ PCR positive embryos. Insets showing higher magnification
images of all embryos that had limb LacZ staining are shown next to the whole embryo.
(PDF)
S2 Fig. Mouse BAR and bat-mouse BAR116 composite LacZ PCR positive embryos. Insets
showing higher magnification images of all embryos that had limb LacZ staining are shown
next to the whole embryo.
(PDF)
S1 Table. BARs identified through our computational pipeline. BAR ID, ChIP-seq datasets
where they originated from, ChIP-seq peak coordinates (mm10), PhastCons coordinates
(mm10), PhyloP scores, p-Value (see computational methods), False Discovery Rates (FDR),
and all genes within 1Mb upstream and downstream of BAR element are shown. The 38 BARs
near limb-specific genes are highlighted in red font. The five mouse BARs that were found
within gene deserts (gene desert defined by distance to a TSS that is greater than 500kb in either
direction) are depicted with green highlighting. TheM. lucifugus and mouse BARs chosen for
enhancer assays are in bold and their primer sequences used for cloning are in the subsequent
worksheet. To identify the nearest gene, we used LiftOver of theM. lucifugus sequence to mm9
coordinates.
(XLSX)
S2 Table. Limb-associated transcription factor binding site analysis. The cloned sequences
forM. lucifugus and mouse BARs were analysed for TFBS enrichment and depletion of known
limb-associated TFs using motifDiverge [35,95]. We defined a TFBS if it exceeded an FDR of
0.01. TFBSs were tested for significant enrichment or depletion (Adjusted p-value< 0.05) in
each clonedM. lucifugus BAR compared to its corresponding cloned mouse BAR. We also
inferred the sequence of the common ancestor of the four extant bats for each of the 166 BARs
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using the prequel program in the PHAST package and compared these to their corresponding
mouse sequences. We asked if TFBSs within these sequences were significantly enriched or
depleted. All motifDiverge tests were corrected for multiple testing (to control the false discov-
ery rate with the Benjamini-Hochberg method). Lists of all enriched/depleted TFs, limb-associ-
ated genes, and transcription factors are also provided.
(XLSX)
S3 Table. Bat in situ probe primers and GenBank numbers for theHoxD gene expression
analysis. Bat specific in situ hybridization probes were generated using primers given. Here, we




We would like to thank Alisha Holloway and Dennis Kostka for lending us scripts to calculate
significance of BAR and HAR clustering. We would also like to thank Dr. David Ray (Texas
Tech University) for theM. lucifugus DNA used in this work.
Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: BMB TF KSP NA. Performed the experiments: BMB
TF MKM JEV JZ. Analyzed the data: BMB TF MKM JEV JZWLE KSP NA. Contributed
reagents/materials/analysis tools: ML NI KSP NA. Wrote the paper: BMB TF MKMNI KSP
NA.
References
1. Casanova JC, Sanz-ezquerro JJ (2007) Digit morphogenesis: Is the tip different? Develop Growth Dif-
fer 49: 479–491.
2. Bell E, Andres B, Goswami A (2011) Integration and dissociation of limb elements in flying vertebrates:
A comparison of pterosaurs, birds and bats. J Evol Biol 24: 2586–2599. doi: 10.1111/j.1420-9101.
2011.02381.x PMID: 21955123
3. Cooper LN, Sears KE (2013) How to grow a bat wing. In: Adams RA, Pedersen SC, editors. Bat evolu-
tion, ecology, and conservation. New York: Springer Science pp. 3–20.
4. Cooper KL, Tabin CJ (2008) Understanding of bat wing evolution takes flight. Genes Dev 22: 121–124.
doi: 10.1101/gad.1639108 PMID: 18198331
5. Sears KE, Behringer RR, Rasweiler JJ, Niswander LA (2007) The evolutionary and developmental
basis of parallel reduction in mammalian zeugopod elements. Am Nat 169: 105–117. PMID: 17206589
6. Jepsen GL (1966) Early eocene bat from wyoming. Science 154: 1333–1339. PMID: 17770307
7. Simmons NB, Seymour KL, Habersetzer J, Gunnell GF (2008) Primitive early eocene bat from wyoming
and the evolution of flight and echolocation. Nature 451: 818–821. doi: 10.1038/nature06549 PMID:
18270539
8. Visel A, Rubin EM, Pennacchio LA (2009) Genomic views of distant-acting enhancers. Nature 461:
199–205. doi: 10.1038/nature08451 PMID: 19741700
9. VanderMeer JE, Ahituv N (2011) Cis-regulatory mutations are a genetic cause of human limb malfor-
mations. Dev Dyn 240: 920–930. doi: 10.1002/dvdy.22535 PMID: 21509892
10. Montavon T, Soshnikova N, Mascrez B, Joye E, Thevenet L, et al. (2011) A regulatory archipelago con-
trols hox genes transcription in digits. Cell 147: 1132–1145. doi: 10.1016/j.cell.2011.10.023 PMID:
22118467
11. Carroll SB (2005) Evolution at two levels: On genes and form. PLoS Biol 3: e245. PMID: 16000021
12. Cretekos CJ, Wang Y, Green ED, Martin JF, Rasweiler JJ, et al. (2008) Regulatory divergence modifies
limb length between mammals. Genes Dev 22: 141–151. doi: 10.1101/gad.1620408 PMID: 18198333
Bat Accelerated Regions
PLOS Genetics | DOI:10.1371/journal.pgen.1005738 March 28, 2016 17 / 21
13. Zhang GJ, Cowled C, Shi ZL, Huang ZY, Bishop-Lilly KA, et al. (2013) Comparative analysis of bat
genomes provides insight into the evolution of flight and immunity. Science 339: 456–460. doi: 10.
1126/science.1230835 PMID: 23258410
14. Dong D, Lei M, Liu Y, Zhang S (2013) Comparative inner ear transcriptome analysis between the rick-
ett's big-footed bats (myotis ricketti) and the greater short-nosed fruit bats (cynopterus sphinx). BMC
Genomics 14: 916. doi: 10.1186/1471-2164-14-916 PMID: 24365273
15. Wang Z, Dai M, Wang Y, Cooper KL, Zhu T, et al. (2014) Unique expression patterns of multiple key
genes associated with the evolution of mammalian flight. Proc Biol Sci 281: 20133133. doi: 10.1098/
rspb.2013.3133 PMID: 24695426
16. Eckalbar WL, Schlebusch SA, Mason MK, Gill Z, Parker AV, Booker BM et al. (2016) Transcriptomic
and epigenomic characterization of the developing bat wing. Nature Genetics. doi: 10.1038/ng.3537
17. Bejerano G, Pheasant M, Makunin I, Stephen S, Kent WJ, et al. (2004) Ultraconserved elements in the
human genome. Science 304: 1321–1325. PMID: 15131266
18. Cotney J, Leng J, Oh S, DeMare LE, Reilly SK, et al. (2012) Chromatin state signatures associated with
tissue-specific gene expression and enhancer activity in the embryonic limb. Genome Res 22: 1069–
1080. doi: 10.1101/gr.129817.111 PMID: 22421546
19. Dunham I, Kundaje A, Aldred SF, Collins PJ, Davis CA, et al. (2012) An integrated encyclopedia of
DNA elements in the human genome. Nature 489: 57–74. doi: 10.1038/nature11247 PMID: 22955616
20. Pollard KS, Salama SR, Lambert N, Lambot M-A, Coppens S, et al. (2006) An rna gene expressed dur-
ing cortical development evolved rapidly in humans. Nature 443: 167–172. PMID: 16915236
21. Carbone L, Harris RA, Gnerre S, Veeramah KR, Lorente-Galdos B, et al. (2014) Gibbon genome and
the fast karyotype evolution of small apes. Nature 513: 195–201. doi: 10.1038/nature13679 PMID:
25209798
22. Prabhakar S, Visel A, Akiyama JA, Shoukry M, Lewis KD, et al. (2008) Human-specific gain of function
in a developmental enhancer. Science 321: 1346–1350. doi: 10.1126/science.1159974 PMID:
18772437
23. Prabhakar S, Noonan JP, Pääbo S, Rubin EM (2006) Accelerated evolution of conserved noncoding
sequences in humans. Science 314: 786. PMID: 17082449
24. Capra JA, Erwin GD, McKinsey G, Rubenstein JL, Pollard KS (2013) Many human accelerated regions
are developmental enhancers. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 368: 20130025. doi: 10.1098/rstb.
2013.0025 PMID: 24218637
25. Hubisz MJ, Pollard KS (2014) Exploring the genesis and functions of human accelerated regions sheds
light on their role in human evolution. Curr Opin Genet Dev 29: 15–21. doi: 10.1016/j.gde.2014.07.005
PMID: 25156517
26. Siepel A, Bejerano G, Pedersen JS, Hinrichs AS, Hou M, et al. (2005) Evolutionarily conserved ele-
ments in vertebrate, insect, worm, and yeast genomes. Genome Res 15: 1034–1050. PMID:
16024819
27. Visel A, Blow MJ, Li Z, Zhang T, Akiyama JA, et al. (2009) Chip-seq accurately predicts tissue-specific
activity of enhancers. Nature 457: 854–858. doi: 10.1038/nature07730 PMID: 19212405
28. Pollard KS, Hubisz MJ, Rosenbloom KR, Siepel A (2010) Detection of nonneutral substitution rates on
mammalian phylogenies. Genome Res 20: 110–121. doi: 10.1101/gr.097857.109 PMID: 19858363
29. Eloy-Trinquet S, Wang H, Edom-Vovard F, Duprez D (2009) Fgf signaling components are associated
with muscles and tendons during limb development. Dev Dyn 238: 1195–1206. doi: 10.1002/dvdy.
21946 PMID: 19384958
30. Fukada S, Uezumi A, Ikemoto M, Masuda S, Segawa M, et al. (2007) Molecular signature of quiescent
satellite cells in adult skeletal muscle. Stem Cells 25: 2448–2459. PMID: 17600112
31. Hensen K, Braem C, Declercq J, Van Dyck F, Dewerchin M, et al. (2004) Targeted disruption of the
murine plag1 proto-oncogene causes growth retardation and reduced fertility. Dev Growth Differ 46:
459–470. PMID: 15606491
32. Karim L, Takeda H, Lin L, Druet T, Arias JA, et al. (2011) Variants modulating the expression of a chro-
mosome domain encompassing plag1 influence bovine stature. Nat Genet 43: 405–413. doi: 10.1038/
ng.814 PMID: 21516082
33. Guo Y, Hou L, Zhang X, Huang M, Mao H, et al. (2015) A meta analysis of genome-wide association
studies for limb bone lengths in four pig populations. BMCGenet 16: 95. doi: 10.1186/s12863-015-
0257-1 PMID: 26219668
34. Gudbjartsson DF, Walters GB, Thorleifsson G, Stefansson H, Halldorsson BV, et al. (2008) Many
sequence variants affecting diversity of adult human height. Nat Genet 40: 609–615. doi: 10.1038/ng.
122 PMID: 18391951
Bat Accelerated Regions
PLOS Genetics | DOI:10.1371/journal.pgen.1005738 March 28, 2016 18 / 21
35. Kostka D, Friedrich T, Holloway A, Pollard K (2014) Motifdiverge: A model for assessing the statistical
significance of gene regulatory motif divergence between two DNA sequences. Statistics and Its Inter-
face, 8(4): 463–476.
36. Lin SJ, Ho HC, Lee YF, Liu NC, Liu S, et al. (2012) Reduced osteoblast activity in the mice lacking tr4
nuclear receptor leads to osteoporosis. Reprod Biol Endocrinol 10: 43. PMID: 22676849
37. Ding XF, Yu SC, Chen BD, Lin SJ, Chang C, et al. (2013) Recent advances in the study of testicular
nuclear receptor 4. J Zhejiang Univ Sci B 14: 171–177. doi: 10.1631/jzus.B1200357 PMID: 23463759
38. Lee YF, Liu S, Liu NC,Wang RS, Chen LM, et al. (2011) Premature aging with impaired oxidative stress
defense in mice lacking tr4. Am J Physiol Endocrinol Metab 301: E91–98. doi: 10.1152/ajpendo.
00701.2010 PMID: 21521714
39. Richardson L, Venkataraman S, Stevenson P, Yang Y, Moss J, et al. (2014) Emage mouse embryo
spatial gene expression database: 2014 update. Nucleic Acids Res 42: D835–844. doi: 10.1093/nar/
gkt1155 PMID: 24265223
40. Fan YY, Ye GH, Lin KZ, Yu LS, Wu SZ, et al. (2013) Time-dependent expression and distribution of
egr-1 during skeletal muscle wound healing in rats. J Mol Histol 44: 75–81. doi: 10.1007/s10735-012-
9445-8 PMID: 22918836
41. ReumannMK, Strachna O, Yagerman S, Torrecilla D, Kim J, et al. (2011) Loss of transcription factor
early growth response gene 1 results in impaired endochondral bone repair. Bone 49: 743–752. doi:
10.1016/j.bone.2011.06.023 PMID: 21726677
42. Nagai T, Aruga J, Minowa O, Sugimoto T, Ohno Y, et al. (2000) Zic2 regulates the kinetics of neurula-
tion. Proc Natl Acad Sci 97: 1618–1623. PMID: 10677508
43. Houtmeyers R, Souopgui J, Tejpar S, Arkell R (2013) The zic gene family encodes multi-functional pro-
teins essential for patterning and morphogenesis. Cell Mol Life Sci 70: 3791–3811. doi: 10.1007/
s00018-013-1285-5 PMID: 23443491
44. Garber ED (1952) "Bent-tail," a dominant, sex-linked mutation in the mouse. Proc Natl Acad Sci 38:
876–879. PMID: 16589192
45. Quinn ME, Haaning A, Ware SM (2012) Preaxial polydactyly caused by gli3 haploinsufficiency is res-
cued by zic3 loss of function in mice. HumMol Genet 21: 1888–1896. doi: 10.1093/hmg/dds002 PMID:
22234993
46. Coulter DE, Swaykus EA, Beran-KoehnMA, Goldberg D, Wieschaus E, et al. (1990) Molecular analysis
of odd-skipped, a zinc finger encoding segmentation gene with a novel pair-rule expression pattern.
EMBO J 9: 3795–3804. PMID: 2120051
47. Lan Y, Kingsley PD, Cho ES, Jiang R (2001) Osr2, a newmouse gene related to drosophila odd-
skipped, exhibits dynamic expression patterns during craniofacial, limb, and kidney development.
Mech Dev 107: 175–179. PMID: 11520675
48. So PL, Danielian PS (1999) Cloning and expression analysis of a mouse gene related to drosophila
odd-skipped. Mech Dev 84: 157–160. PMID: 10473132
49. Stricker S, Brieske N, Haupt J, Mundlos S (2006) Comparative expression pattern of odd-skipped
related genes osr1 and osr2 in chick embryonic development. Gene Expr Patterns 6: 826–834. PMID:
16554187
50. Stricker S, Mathia S, Haupt J, Seemann P, Meier J, et al. (2012) Odd-skipped related genes regulate
differentiation of embryonic limb mesenchyme and bone marrow mesenchymal stromal cells. Stem
Cells Dev 21: 623–633. doi: 10.1089/scd.2011.0154 PMID: 21671783
51. Verlinden L, Kriebitzsch C, Eelen G, Van Camp M, Leyssens C, et al. (2013) The odd-skipped related
genes osr1 and osr2 are induced by 1,25-dihydroxyvitamin d3. J Steroid BiochemMol Biol 136: 94–97.
doi: 10.1016/j.jsbmb.2012.12.001 PMID: 23238298
52. Gao Y, Lan Y, Liu H, Jiang R (2011) The zinc finger transcription factors osr1 and osr2 control synovial
joint formation. Dev Biol 352: 83–91. doi: 10.1016/j.ydbio.2011.01.018 PMID: 21262216
53. Lorda-Diez CI, Montero JA, Martinez-Cue C, Garcia-Porrero JA, Hurle JM (2009) Transforming growth
factors beta coordinate cartilage and tendon differentiation in the developing limb mesenchyme. J Biol
Chem 284: 29988–29996. doi: 10.1074/jbc.M109.014811 PMID: 19717568
54. Mercader N, Leonardo E, Azpiazu N, Serrano A, Morata G, et al. (1999) Conserved regulation of proxi-
modistal limb axis development by meis1/hth. Nature 402: 425–429. PMID: 10586884
55. Wade C, Brinas I, Welfare M, Wicking C, Farlie PG (2012) Twist2 contributes to termination of limb bud
outgrowth and patterning through direct regulation of grem1. Dev Biol 370: 145–153. doi: 10.1016/j.
ydbio.2012.07.025 PMID: 22884497
56. Mason JM, Morrison DJ, Basson MA, Licht JD (2006) Sprouty proteins: Multifaceted negative-feedback
regulators of receptor tyrosine kinase signaling. Trends Cell Biol 16: 45–54. PMID: 16337795
Bat Accelerated Regions
PLOS Genetics | DOI:10.1371/journal.pgen.1005738 March 28, 2016 19 / 21
57. Minowada G, Jarvis LA, Chi CL, Neubuser A, Sun X, et al. (1999) Vertebrate sprouty genes are induced
by fgf signaling and can cause chondrodysplasia when overexpressed. Development 126: 4465–
4475. PMID: 10498682
58. Shea KL, XiangW, LaPorta VS, Licht JD, Keller C, et al. (2010) Sprouty1 regulates reversible quies-
cence of a self-renewing adult muscle stem cell pool during regeneration. Cell Stem Cell 6: 117–129.
doi: 10.1016/j.stem.2009.12.015 PMID: 20144785
59. Lettice LA, Hill AE, Devenney PS, Hill RE (2008) Point mutations in a distant sonic hedgehog cis-regu-
lator generate a variable regulatory output responsible for preaxial polydactyly. HumMol Genet 17:
978–985. PMID: 18156157
60. Park K, Kang J, Subedi KP, Ha J-H, Park C (2008) Canine polydactyl mutations with heterogeneous ori-
gin in the conserved intronic sequence of lmbr1. Genetics 179: 2163–2172. doi: 10.1534/genetics.108.
087114 PMID: 18689889
61. Renvoisé B, Stadler J, Singh R, Bakowska JC, Blackstone C (2012) Spg20-/- mice reveal multimodal
functions for troyer syndrome protein spartin in lipid droplet maintenance, cytokinesis and bmp signal-
ing. HumMol Genet 21: 3604–3618. doi: 10.1093/hmg/dds191 PMID: 22619377
62. Favier B, Dolle P (1997) Developmental functions of mammalian hox genes. Mol Hum Reprod 3: 115–
131. PMID: 9239717
63. Kothary R, Clapoff S, Brown A, Campbell R, Peterson A, et al. (1988) A transgene containing lacz
inserted into the dystonia locus is expressed in neural tube. Nature 335: 435–437. PMID: 3138544
64. Hockman D, Cretekos CJ, Mason MK, Behringer RR, Jacobs DS, et al. (2008) A second wave of sonic
hedgehog expression during the development of the bat limb. Proc Natl Acad Sci 105: 16982–16987.
doi: 10.1073/pnas.0805308105 PMID: 18957550
65. Cretekos CJ, Deng J-M, Green ED, Rasweiler JJ, Behringer RR (2007) Isolation, genomic structure
and developmental expression of fgf8 in the short-tailed fruit bat, carollia perspicillata. Int J Dev Biol 51:
333–338. PMID: 17554686
66. Hockman D, Mason MK, Jacobs DS, Illing N (2009) The role of early development in mammalian limb
diversification: A descriptive comparison of early limb development between the natal long-fingered bat
(miniopterus natalensis) and the mouse (mus musculus). Dev Dyn 238: 965–979. doi: 10.1002/dvdy.
21896 PMID: 19253395
67. Zákány J, Duboule D (1999) Hox genes in digit development and evolution. Cell and Tissue Research
296: 19–25. PMID: 10199961
68. Berg JS, Farel PB (2000) Developmental regulation of sensory neuron number and limb innervation in
the mouse. Brain Res Dev Brain Res 125: 21–30. PMID: 11154757
69. Yang X, Harkins LK, Zubanova O, Harrington A, Kovalenko D, et al. (2008) Overexpression of spry1 in
chondrocytes causes attenuated fgfr ubiquitination and sustained erk activation resulting in chondro-
dysplasia. Dev Biol 321: 64–76. doi: 10.1016/j.ydbio.2008.05.555 PMID: 18582454
70. Dixon JR, Selvaraj S, Yue F, Kim A, Li Y, et al. (2012) Topological domains in mammalian genomes
identified by analysis of chromatin interactions. Nature 485: 376–380. doi: 10.1038/nature11082
PMID: 22495300
71. Bastida MF, Sheth R, Ros MA (2009) A bmp-shh negative-feedback loop restricts shh expression dur-
ing limb development. Development 136: 3779–3789. doi: 10.1242/dev.036418 PMID: 19855020
72. Sheth R, Grégoire D, Dumouchel A, Scotti M, Pham JMT, et al. (2013) Decoupling the function of hox
and shh in developing limb reveals multiple inputs of hox genes on limb growth. Development 140:
2130–2138. doi: 10.1242/dev.089409 PMID: 23633510
73. Goodman FR (2002) Limb malformations and the human hox genes. Am J Med Genet 112: 256–265.
PMID: 12357469
74. Montavon T, Duboule D (2012) Landscapes and archipelagos: Spatial organization of gene regulation
in vertebrates. Trends Cell Biol 22: 347–354. doi: 10.1016/j.tcb.2012.04.003 PMID: 22560708
75. Andrey G, Montavon T, Mascrez B, Gonzalez F, Noordermeer D, et al. (2013) A switch between topo-
logical domains underlies hoxd genes collinearity in mouse limbs. Science 340: 1234167. doi: 10.
1126/science.1234167 PMID: 23744951
76. Ray R, Capecchi M (2008) An examination of the chiropteran hoxd locus from an evolutionary perspec-
tive. Evol Dev 670: 657–670.
77. Li G, Wang J, Rossiter SJ, Jones G, Zhang S (2007) Accelerated foxp2 evolution in echolocating bats.
PLoS One 2: e900. PMID: 17878935
78. Hubisz MJ, Pollard KS, Siepel A (2011) Phast and rphast: Phylogenetic analysis with space/time mod-
els. Brief Bioinform 12: 41–51. doi: 10.1093/bib/bbq072 PMID: 21278375
Bat Accelerated Regions
PLOS Genetics | DOI:10.1371/journal.pgen.1005738 March 28, 2016 20 / 21
79. Altschul SF GW, Miller W, Myers EW, Lipman DJ. (1990) Basic local alignment search tool. J Mol Biol
215: 403–410. PMID: 2231712
80. Benjamini Y, Hochberg Y (1995) Controlling the false discovery rate—a practical and powerful
approach to multiple testing. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B-Methodological 57: 289–
300.
81. Benjamini Y, Drai D, Elmer G, Kafkafi N, Golani I (2001) Controlling the false discovery rate in behavior
genetics research. Behav Brain Res 125: 279–284. PMID: 11682119
82. McLean CY, Bristor D, Hiller M, Clarke SL, Schaar BT, et al. (2010) Great improves functional interpre-
tation of cis-regulatory regions. Nat Biotechnol 28: 495–U155. doi: 10.1038/nbt.1630 PMID: 20436461
83. VanderMeer JE, Smith RP, Jones SL, Ahituv N (2014) Genome-wide identification of signaling center
enhancers in the developing limb. Development 141: 4194–4198. doi: 10.1242/dev.110965 PMID:
25273087
84. Langmead B, Trapnell C, Pop M, Salzberg SL (2009) Ultrafast and memory-efficient alignment of short
DNA sequences to the human genome. Genome Biol 10: R25. doi: 10.1186/gb-2009-10-3-r25 PMID:
19261174
85. Li H, Handsaker B, Wysoker A, Fennell T, Ruan J, et al. (2009) The sequence alignment/map format
and samtools. Bioinformatics 25: 2078–2079. doi: 10.1093/bioinformatics/btp352 PMID: 19505943
86. Quinlan AR, Hall IM (2010) Bedtools: A flexible suite of utilities for comparing genomic features. Bioin-
formatics 26: 841–842. doi: 10.1093/bioinformatics/btq033 PMID: 20110278
87. Zang C, Schones DE, Zeng C, Cui K, Zhao K, et al. (2009) A clustering approach for identification of
enriched domains from histone modification chip-seq data. Bioinformatics 25: 1952–1958. doi: 10.
1093/bioinformatics/btp340 PMID: 19505939
88. Nagy A GM, Vintersten K, Behringer R. (2002) Production of transgenic mice by pronuclear microinjec-
tion. Manipulating the mouse embryo: A laboratory manual. 3rd editio ed: Cold Spring Harbor Press,
Cold Spring Harbor, New York.
89. Pennacchio LA, Ahituv N, Moses AM, Prabhakar S, Nobrega MA, et al. (2006) In vivo enhancer analy-
sis of human conserved non-coding sequences. Nature 444: 499–502. PMID: 17086198
90. Mason MK, Hockman D, Jacobs DS, Illing N (2010) Evaluation of maternal features as indicators of
asynchronous embryonic development in miniopterus natalensis. Acta Chiropterologica 12: 161–171.
91. Dolle P, Izpisua-Belmonte JC, Brown JM, Tickle C, Duboule D (1991) Hox-4 genes and the morphogen-
esis of mammalian genitalia. Genes Dev 5: 1767–1767. PMID: 1680771
92. Riddle RD, Johnson RL, Laufer E, Tabin C (1993) Sonic hedgehogmediates the polarizing activity of
the zpa. Cell 75: 1401–1416. PMID: 8269518
93. Rasweiler JJ, Cretekos CJ, Behringer RR (2009) Whole-mount in situ hybridization of short-tailed fruit
bat (carollia perspicillata) embryos with rna probes. Cold Spring Harbor protocols 2009: pdb.prot5164.
94. Huang Y, Meng T, Wang S, Zhang H, Mues G, et al. (2014) Twist1- and twist2-haploinsufficiency
results in reduced bone formation. PLoS One 9.
95. Shannon P (2014) Motifdb: An annotated collection of protein-DNA binding sequence motifs. R pack-
age version 1.8.0.
Bat Accelerated Regions
PLOS Genetics | DOI:10.1371/journal.pgen.1005738 March 28, 2016 21 / 21
